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operations, the Administration will be retir-
ing a score or more of modern combat ships
(cruisers and amphibious vessels and frig-
ates) well before their useful life. In order to
reach a 350-ship fleet in our lifetime, we
would need to increase shipbuilding to an av-
erage of 15 ships every year. The latest budg-
et the administration has advanced proposes
buying just 41 ships over five years. It is any-
thing but certain that the administration’s
budgets will sustain even that rate of only
eight ships per year, but even if they do, the
United States is headed for a Navy of 240-250
ships at best.

So how is the Obama administration get-
ting to a 300-ship Navy? It projects a huge in-
crease in naval shipbuilding beginning years
down the road, most of which would come
after a second Obama term. In other words,
the administration is radically cutting the
size and strength of the Navy now, while try-
ing to avoid accountability by assuming that
a future president will find the means to fix
the problem in the future.

This compromises our national security.
The Navy is the foundation of America’s eco-
nomic and political presence in the world.
Other nations, like China, Russia, North
Korea and Iran, are watching what we do—
and on the basis of the evidence, they are un-
doubtedly concluding that America is declin-
ing in power and resolution. Russia and
China have each embarked on ambitious and
enormously expensive naval buildups with
weapons designed specifically against Amer-
ican carriers and submarines.

WHAT SHOULD THE COMMITTEE DO?

I urge the committee to step up to the
challenge of the current crisis just as its
former leader Carl Vinson did. That does not
just mean adding money and ships to the Ad-
ministration’s request. It means instead pro-
viding a new framework of debate based on a
sound and simple strategy just as Vinson
did. It means focusing the Debate on those
key issues where legislation can be deter-
minant.

The current fiscal crisis should be har-
nessed as a catalyst to enable the under-
taking of deep changes.

The two highest priorities for the Com-
mittee should be fundamentally changing
the disastrous systemic dysfunction of the
DoD procurement process, and completely
re-setting the military compensation sys-
tem.

PROCUREMENT

The Department of Defense acquisition
process is seriously broken. Under the cur-
rent system, it takes decades, not years, to
develop and field weapons systems. Even
worse, an increasing number of acquisition
programs are plagued by cost over runs,
schedule slips and failures to perform. The
many horror stories like the F-35, the Air
Force tanker scandal, the Navy shipbuilding
failures and the Army armor disasters are
only the visible tip of an iceberg. The major
cause has been unbridled bureaucratic bloat
(e.g. 690,000 DoD civilians, 250 uniformed
Joint task forces) resulting in complete loss
of line authority and accountability. As the
House Armed Services Committee formally
concluded:

“Simply put, the Department of Defense
acquisition process is broken. The ability of
the Department to conduct the large scale
acquisitions required to ensure our future
national security is a concern of the com-
mittee. The rising costs and lengthening
schedules of major defense acquisition pro-
grams lead to more expensive platforms
fielded with fewer numbers.”

That is, of course, an understatement. We
are really engaged in a form of unilateral
disarmament through runaway costs. Unless
the acquisition system is fixed it will soon be
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impossible to maintain a military of suffi-
cient size and sophistication with which to
secure our liberties and protect the national
interest. The solution is clear and achiev-
able.
MILITARY COMPENSATION

Just as entitlements are steadily squeezing
out discretionary spending in the Federal
budget, personnel costs in the Pentagon are
squeezing out operations and modernization.
There has not been a comprehensive over-
haul of military compensation, retirement,
and medical care since the original Gates
Commission during the Nixon Administra-
tion. It is long overdue. Over the last several
years the Pentagon has done the difficult
work through the Defense Business Board to
establish the hard facts necessary to under-
take such an effort. The Independent QDR
panel two years ago recommended the estab-
lishment of a bi-partisan commission to un-
dertake the task and report to Congress and
the President. Now is the time to act on that
recommendation.

SUMMARY

This committee has an historic constitu-
tional responsibility, and in the present fis-
cal crisis a unique opportunity to put our
Navy back on the proper course to secure our
future security. The Committee can’t do ev-
erything and must concentrate its efforts on
the highest priorities where its unique power
can be decisive. I urge you to do so.

————

NOMINATIONS OBJECTIONS

CHRISTOPHER MEADE

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President. I
intend to object to proceeding to the
nomination of Christopher Meade to be
General Counsel to the Treasury De-
partment for the following reason: At
his confirmation hearing, I asked Mr.
Meade for the Treasury Department’s
legal basis for not responding to an
oversight request I made regarding the
Committee on Foreign Investment in
the United States. Mr. Meade is cur-
rently the Acting General Counsel and
his response appeared to indicate that
he interpreted a statute which states:
“Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to prevent disclosure to ei-
ther House of Congress or to any duly
authorized committee or subcommittee
of the Congress’” as a limitation on
Congress’ ability to access informa-
tion. The plain reading of the statute
appears contrary to this interpreta-
tion.

In addition, Mr. Meade appeared to
interpret a statute which requires
CFIUS to brief certain specified Mem-
bers of Congress as restricting CFIUS’
ability to brief anyone except those
members. Again, the plain reading of
the statute appears contrary to this in-
terpretation. There is nothing in this
statute which restricts Treasury from
briefing any other Members of Con-
gress.

In an attempt to give Mr. Meade an
opportunity to clarify his statements
and explain his legal reasoning I wrote
Mr. Meade another letter asking him
to explain his logic and legal rea-
soning. I expect his reply shortly.

The most important role a Depart-
ment General Counsel plays is in the
interpretation of statutes passed by
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Congress. If Congress cannot be satis-
fied that Mr. Meade will impartially
and accurately interpret statutes, this
is a grave concern. The issues I have
raised appear uncontroversial. If a
statute says that ‘‘nothing” in it can
be construed to prevent the disclosure
of information to Congress, I do not ex-
pect it to be interpreted to limit Con-
gress’ ability to access information. If
a statute does not limit CFIUS’ ability
to brief Members of Congress, I do not
expect it to be interpreted to limit
CFIUS’ ability to brief Members of
Congress.

I strongly believe that Congress’ job
does not end once it passes a statute. It
is our job to ensure that the Executive
Branch enforces the statute the way it
was written. I will object to proceeding
to Mr. Meade’s nomination until he
demonstrates that he will interpret
these statutes consistent with their
plain meaning.

BILL SCHULTZ

Madam President, I would also like
to express my opposition to moving
forward with Bill Schultz as the Gen-
eral Counsel for the Health and Human
Services Administration. My objection
is due to the agency’s refusal to re-
spond to my oversight requests. It is
not based on Mr. Shultz’s qualifica-
tions or ability to do the job. I have
met with Mr. Schultz and believe him
to be fair and hard working.

However, as I mentioned to him dur-
ing his nomination hearing and when I
met with him personally—I have many
unanswered letters and document re-
quests pending with HHS. Specifically:
I have received no response to my De-
cember 6, 2011, letter eliminating the
age restriction on Plan B; I received no
response to Chairman ISSA and my
April 5, 2012, letter to FDA regarding
the monitoring of FDA employees; I re-
ceived no response to my July 16, 2012,
letter to FDA regarding the moni-
toring of FDA employees; I received no
response to my July 24, 2012, letter to
FDA regarding the monitoring of FDA
employees.

This is unacceptable.

FDA intentionally spied on confiden-
tial communication with Congress, the
Office of Special Counsel, and the whis-
tleblowers private attorneys. Further-
more, in a meeting with my staff you
indicated that one month was too long
for letters from Congress to go unan-
swered. My letters have gone unan-
swered ranging from 7 months to over
a year.

Until I receive answers to my letters
and document requests, I am hesitant
to agree to any movement on this nom-
ination.

—————

KALMBACH FEEDS 50TH
ANNIVERSARY

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President,
today I wish to congratulate Kalmbach
Feeds, a family-owned company, on 50
years of serving Ohio farms and agri-
business. Kalmbach Farms was founded
in 1963 by Milton and Ruth Kalmbach,
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